This article discusses the development of academic research in the archives and records management field. It is argued that the field has faced a dilemma between educating graduates for work in a professional domain and developing robust research methods and frameworks for the emerging academic discipline. The article reports on some projects which have developed research frameworks and networks in the UK and internationally and considers some future directions for archives and records management research. In the light of the Research Assessment Exercise 2008, and in preparation for the Research Excellence Framework 2014, this is a good time to take stock of the progress made in this sub field of LIS and map its future strategic direction.
before archival theory could develop. Ellis (2005) suggested that in the UK, the
Manual of Archive Administration by Hilary Jenkinson published in 1922 similarly
froze archival practice and left English archivists without a conceptual framework. As Ketelaar put it, we were winning the battle to provide day-to-day archival services, but without a research base we were in danger of losing the war to save the profession.
Within UK universities, research activities became increasingly important after 1992, when the 'binary divide' between universities and polytechnics was abolished and the first full-scale Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) ran, the results of which helped to determine the distribution of public funds for academic research. Research brought prestige and international reputation and it unlocked funding streams. Archives and records management was a professional applied activity: it was not an established academic discipline. None of the usual academic infrastructure needed for research sustainability existed in the UK for archives and records management. First, there was no research council for the arts and humanities to provide research grants until the Arts and Humanities Research Council (initially a Board) was established in 1999.
Before then, research grants might be obtained from the Economic and Social Sciences Research Council (ESRC) or sometimes from the Leverhulme Foundation, and some research was funded by the British Library Research and Development Department. However, while some fundamental research was funded by the British Library, other projects were characterised as trivial, parochial, and lacking in the rigour which was demanded by the Research Councils (Feather, 2009: 175) .
Secondly, there was no critical mass of researchers. Bright graduate students in archives and records wanted to become professional leaders not academics. There was no established career path in the universities for them to follow, in any case, since the subject was taught in a handful of UK universities, with one or two academic staff in each, who tended to remain in post for decades. There were thus very few academic or research associate posts, no post-doctoral fellowships and few doctoral scholarships in the field. A third issue was the lack of well established research methodologies for the field and of research collaboration, so that there were no established patterns for researchers to follow or research groups in which they could learn the necessary skills. Archives and records management had to borrow from other fields initially and adapt research methods to suit particular projects. Some research was closer to the humanities (such as studies of the history of the profession) which could adopt historical source-based approaches, while other research was akin to social sciences (perhaps using grounded theory), cultural studies, or to anthropology (using ethnographic methods, for example). New researchers could not easily identify research groups or collaborations to join, since few existed, making it difficult for them to get started.
Fourthly, there was little experience of rigorous peer reviewed academic writing in the discipline. Practitioner professionals felt no need to develop these particular skills, preferring to write case studies and project reports, although they became adept at writing successful project grant proposals for work-based projects which enabled them to unlock funding for collection description and digitization projects, including a number of successful national collaborative projects. Academics encouraged their Masters students to take a more rigorous approach to research and writing in their dissertations, and they sought themselves to influence the academic quality of journals, for example by editing and publishing in the Records Management Journal and the UK Journal of the Society of Archivists (McLeod and Hare, 2010) . 2 The orientation and quality of the journals in the field was part of a fifth concern, which was that journals, conferences and networks were usually professional rather than academic.
Successful academics are expected to write in highly ranked, peer reviewed international journals and to be invited to give keynote lectures at prestigious academic meetings and conferences. Such events hardly existed for archives and records management and academics had to choose between spending their time building an academic reputation in an established field such as history, or talking to professionals which might be good for public engagement and knowledge transfer but was not rated highly in academic terms. Finally, unlike many other subjects, there was no learned society for archives and records academics, so they lacked a point of contact between themselves and had no focus for advocacy with university funders and policy makers.
However, the subject was largely unresearched, which gave academics an unusual opportunity to set the research agenda, to define and establish the field, to choose the research that was of most interest to different universities and individuals, and to work openly and collaboratively, avoiding the more competitive approaches necessary in other disciplines. Academics had to prove that the discipline was worthy of research, as colleagues had done in other countries, and, by addressing some of the systemic weaknesses discussed above, were able to open up a whole new discipline.
Building a new academic discipline: some solutions
By the turn of the 21 st century only about a dozen archives and records management academics worked in UK universities, so success in building the discipline could only come from working together. Funded projects provided the time and resources needed to undertake sustained research over an extended period, helped to build critical mass by providing research posts for new researchers and encouraged all those involved to learn from collaborative and cross-disciplinary research. The AHRC also provided scholarships for graduate study, both for professional preparation masters programmes and for doctoral study. As well as the Block Grant allocation of studentships to universities, which guaranteed a number of scholarships each year to students studying in particular fields including archives and records management, Collaborative Doctoral Awards (CDA) encouraged universities to develop projects which were supervised jointly with an employer (AHRC, 2010) . Several universities secured CDAs, for example, UCL obtained two CDAs, both working with The National Archives, one on rethinking archival description in a digital environment (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) and the second considering the impact on archives of embracing greater user participation (2010) (2011) (2012) (2013) . These studentships allow academics and employers to be proactive about the direction of research. They are also essential if a pool of suitably qualified academics is to be built for the future expansion of the academy. It is now usual for academic appointments in the discipline to require doctoral qualifications as is the norm in other disciplines, but this can only be sustained if there is a supply of post-doctoral candidates with research interests in the field.
A third critical step was to ensure that the discipline was fully represented in the national Research Assessment Exercise (RAE), so that universities would see the value of the discipline (literally, since a good performance in the RAE resulted in raised levels of research income for the parent university in the following period).
Four RAE cycles were run between 1992 and 2008, each on similar but not identical lines. Each was a peer quality assessment of submissions by university departments of their research activities, as submitted to one of the subject panels. One issue for archives and records management in this process was that they were situated in different departments in various universities (in history departments, in library and information departments, in the university archives service, in management, business and engineering faculties, and as separate archives studies centres). Archives and records management did not have a single type of departmental home and consequently had a rather unclear academic profile nationally. Since archives and records management was generally considered too small to stand on its own in the RAE, research groups were either not submitted, or were found in history, management or library and information science submissions, although the largest number were in this latter grouping. In the RAE 2008, most archives and records management research was submitted to the Library and Information Management subpanel.
Finally, and partly in response to the RAE frameworks, individual universities thought about how best to organise their research. For example, UCL set up a research group, ICARUS (2010), which brought together researchers interested in user access and description, community archives and identity, concepts of records, and information policy. It provided an umbrella for doctoral students, developing and managing funded research projects, individual scholarly work and joint publication. The literature review suggested that there was a general perception among academia and professionals in the UK that research output was low, both in quantity and quality, when compared with the USA, Canada, and Australia and when compared with other information disciplines (McNicol and Nankivell, 2006) . Eastwood (2000) in Canada argued that research was central to furthering and developing knowledge in archives and records management. UK professionals and researchers recognized the importance of research and the potential it had for improving the discipline, but as
Ellis (2005) reported, many constraints impeded research. For example, she observed that MA courses in the UK focused more on imparting practical skills and less on research development. In the USA, Gilliland-Swetland's (2000) view was that archival schools which offered MA courses should not only seek to impart practical skills but should also convey knowledge, roles and philosophy of archives and records management, as well as promote and develop critical research thinking. Through this approach students will be better prepared to 'formulate their own way of looking at the world of archives and archival issues, and obtain a set of leadership skills, research tools, and vocabulary to query, understand, and advance the profession and the discipline. ' Eastwood (2000) suggested that such an approach would not only lead to MA students seeing themselves as facilitators of research through the provision of access to records and archives but would enable them to realise that they were researchers in their own stead. As researchers, the students would be able to explore new ways through which they could improve and add value to their professional activities. In the UK, concerns about research development included the low total numbers of academics and full-time researchers (estimated to be about 12 individuals in 2006) at a time when increased MA student intake was leading to higher teaching loads. The effect of this was less time for research, a lack of research methods teaching to MA students, and difficulties for lecturers to obtain research leave (Ellis, 2000: 95) .
Different views emerged in the UK interviews about the role of MA programmes:
whether students have 'come here to be educated and intellectually developed so they can become researchers….or to acquire an intellectual framework that makes them professional practitioners. It is very hard to meet both communities' (BA, interview G4). The focus group argued that 'courses may prepare graduates adequately but may not prepare them well enough to become independent researchers.' This is compounded by the fact that even 'students do not expect that they are being prepared for research in these courses, rather they think they are being prepared for professional practice and not research' (BA, focus group, 8 Nov 2006). Focus group participants held the view that 'the profession will also be surprised if they felt that the schools were teaching students to become researchers rather than professional practitioners. Employers expect the graduate to undertake the practical aspects of archives and records management. The academics however feel that graduates should emerge from the courses with skills to undertake research so as to contribute to the profession's growth' (BA, focus group, 8 Nov 2006) . This spells out the difficulties archives and records management programmes faced in trying to balance the teaching of research with practical skills.
The evaluation of MA dissertations produced by students of archives and records management noted a gradual improvement in the quality of the application of a chosen research methodology and in the framing of research questions, indicating perhaps that the students were receiving better research training. This analysis suggested that while research methods courses in themselves do not ensure that high quality dissertations are produced, where such courses were offered, students displayed better understanding of research methods and practices, could cite relevant research literature and were better able to evaluate the approaches they had deployed.
Dissertations showed a general increase in awareness of a range of research methods and data collection techniques, beyond traditional humanities source-based research, which supported the increasing range of topics considered. Dissertation topics generally moved from a concentration before 2000 on traditional administrative histories and archival descriptions, towards those with a more theoretical approach, those taking a more critical stance and those addressing methodological issues. A number of the better dissertations, while displaying a good grasp of research principles, were produced by students who had practical experience in the field, suggesting a strong link between professional theory and practice. MA dissertations constituted the largest research contribution made each year, and yet they were not disseminated, were hardly available outside their originating departments and did not feed in to the published literature, since very few were ever re-written as journal articles or conference presentations. In general, the wider profession was not increased MA student intake, enrolment for higher research (doctoral candidates) in archives and records management was low and concentrated in two or three universities at that time. About half of those students were international ones whose focus of research was often their home country, thus contributing less to UK research output. As a result, in the 1990s, UK academics had been appointed from a professional career track and not from an academic one and lacked research skills and experience themselves: 'a lot of the academics have come in from practice, so they don't have the research background, but I think that is changing' (BA, interview W4).
The interviews and focus group confirmed the discipline as essentially 'practitionerled', even in research, and suggested the strong need for academic leadership to emphasize the more theoretical and research aspects. One interviewee noted, 'predominantly the discipline has been practitioner-led. I mean it is a practice-led The UK National Archives, introduced The National Archives's new research strategy (TNA, 2007) . At the meeting, FARMER agreed to encourage the professional bodies to develop a statement about the role of research in the discipline, as CILIP and the Museums Association had already done. It also agreed to work on a draft research framework, drawing on existing knowledge about research activity, taking account of models from other disciplines and countries, and seeking to map and cluster existing research and analyse the gaps. Such a framework might later form an agenda for action in developing future research projects.
International Council on Archives-Section for Archival Education (ICA-SAE) research project
Individual universities have now developed extensive research programmes. In a few countries, there are emerging national programmes of research (for example the AERI doctoral project in the USA, the work done on the research strategy in the Netherlands, and the proposed FARMER research framework). However the future development of research is greatly hampered by a lack of knowledge of existing research activity:
sharing of this knowledge is an essential part of the framework for building future strength in the discipline. The International Council on Archives (ICA) is in the unique position of offering an international umbrella for researchers. In July 2010, ICA-SAE commissioned a short investigation which sought to explore current practice in sharing research within the archive sector internationally, to consider the benefits of providing an online resource, and identify the key issues that ICA-SAE should consider in developing such a resource (Ray, 2010) . The project explored the critical issue of sharing and developing knowledge of research in the discipline of archives and records management across national boundaries, as the basis of future research strategies.
The report was commissioned from UK-based consultant, Louise Ray, who identified a small group of fourteen stakeholders (academics, practitioners, and policy makers)
to be interviewed about current practice and future needs. Ten of these responded to the invitation and were asked a series of questions, either through face-to-face contact or via telephone interviews. The sample group was chosen to represent individuals with an interest in archival research, training, practice and policy-making. The group included representatives working across four continents (Europe, Australasia, English-speaking sub-Saharan Africa and North America) to elicit a range of perspectives: however, it was recognised that these views were not necessarily representative of the wider archival sector, or indeed the whole archive research community. A larger survey with wider geographical reach could test the extent to which the findings are applicable beyond the sample group. The interviews were supplemented by desk research, reviewing websites publishing information about research projects and an examination of an ICA-SAE prototype research database, developed in an earlier project.
Almost all of the interviewees referred to their approach to accessing information about research as 'ad hoc' or 'haphazard'. The lack of inclusive structured routes for finding research data meant that there were concerns that information relevant to research, teaching, policy-making and practice could be missed even by the most diligent searchers. Existing access routes were not thought to deal effectively with language barriers, and these barriers hampered access to the broadest range of research. The report suggested that the most significant ways of publicising research within the archives and records management sector can be categorised in eight areas; journals and publications, conferences and conference papers, information about research projects online, e-lists and e-bulletins, personal contacts and word of mouth, networks, funding agencies, and related academic activity, but use of these methods was described as ad hoc. This research reflects findings about communicating knowledge by UK researchers more broadly (RIN, 2009) which reported that researchers disseminate their work through a range of routes and that 'the choices they make are underpinned by a number of interrelated motives beyond the simple desire to pass on their findings to those who may be interested in them. These motivations include the desire not only to maximise dissemination to a target audience, but to register their claim to the work they had done, and to gain peer esteem and the rewards that may flow from that' (RIN, 2009: 4) . RIN (2009: 4) also noted that 'in deciding when, where and how to communicate their work, researchers may have to make choices between speedy dissemination to a desired audience, and less speedy publication in a high-status journal'.
Interviewees in the ICA-SAE research perceived significant benefits in the development of a shared online information resource for researchers, teachers, policymakers and practitioners. Based on the analysis of existing access to research and the possible benefits, the key attributes of any online resource were identified as being Inclusive, Accessible, Collaborative and Sustainable. In order to move towards the development of an effective web resource that has these essential attributes, some key questions that will inform the design and delivery of the site need to be considered.
These include issues of quality control, levels of choice in the content provided, preferred languages for an international site and whether there is a need for a classification scheme for research. Some more technical aspects included the use of user-generating tagging or enhancement tools such as RSS feeds and e-digests.
Management issues included whether access to the site should be free of charge, which organisations might work together in developing and sustaining the site, whether it should be done on a paid or voluntary basis and ICA-SAE's role in such a project.
ICA-SAE continues to take an interest in research communication and networks and plans to do some follow-up work on the recommendations of the report in 2011-12.
Research Assessment Exercise 2008 and Research Excellence Framework 2014
In 2008 UK universities were preoccupied with the RAE, described by the Chair of the Library and Information Management Sub-Panel, John Feather, as 'a disciplinelevel peer assessment of the quality of research submitted by university departments, together with an assessment (partly metrics-driven but again largely informed by peer evaluation) of the research culture of institutions submitted' (Feather, 2009: 176) . The definition of the discipline developed by the sub-panel for (RAE2008, 2006 was … disciplines concerned with the management of information and knowledge in all formats, namely librarianship and information science, archives and records management, and information systems. This may include: research on the generation, dissemination and publication, exploitation and evaluation of information and knowledge; information policy; the information society; information media; information literacy; systems thinking; systems development; knowledge management systems; information retrieval; preservation and conservation; impact assessment; and historical and cultural aspects of the disciplines. The sub panel also welcomes the submission of research into the learning and teaching process in the disciplines.
Feather has discussed the development of library and information science research in the context of the RAE, and many of his conclusions apply equally to archives and records management (Feather, 2009) . In particular, the increasing professionalization of research which he identifies, bringing it 'closer to the main stream of academic research…than was the case 20 years ago', through the development of research questions, the use of appropriate methodologies, success in obtaining research council funding, and publication in peer reviewed scholarly journals, is similarly true for archives and records management research, although in our case the process has been an even more recent one.
Most departments active in research in archives and records management were research and the public benefit may be easier to discern than in some academic disciplines.
Conclusion
So to return to the dilemma the article began with. Should our allegiance be to the archives and records management profession or to the research-led discipline?
Academics have made a conscious choice to move away from simply educating the new professionals and chosen to privilege research and the academic discipline.
Really, there was no alternative: if professional education is to thrive, it must be delivered in a research-led university. In fact, any dis-unity between delivering professional skills and helping our students to think conceptually should be a positive and creative one. Together we have created an academic discipline in the UK and contributed to a confident and dynamic profession, so perhaps the dilemma is a false dichotomy, perhaps it is possible to do both. However, now there is something new to be achieved, which is to break down the carefully constructed boundaries around our discipline and open it up to the critical scrutiny of other disciplines: REF2014 will certainly be an opportunity to see how robust the discipline core of archives and records management is and how much we can learn from other, more established, disciplines and they from us.
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